Stivale 


Gilles Deleuze 


On cinema: a classification of signs and time 
23rd session, 7 June 1983 (Course 44) 


Transcription: The voice of Deleuze, Camille Duquesne (1st part) and 
[unattributed] 


(Part 2) ; additional revisions to transcription and timestamp, Charles 
J. 


Boot 


Part 1 


You understand... I started this year sick, I'm ending it sick so I really 
didn't want to come there this week, and then I said to myself it's not 
possible because I I won't have another week to apologize for not 
coming. So it was out of a sort of polite reflex that I came. So today 
I'm going to do very gentle things because... I mean very slow, and 
then not much, huh? And then, after I will surely leave like this. And 
all that, I'm sure, is because, it's because I took a course on Pascal 


[Laughs], that I didn't want to do, and that I was reluctant to do, and I 
said to myself, yes! but if ! 


that's a blow, [Pause] [1:00] that's a blow that comes from the sky, 
what. 


So there you go, I finally say, what did we do this year? Well, it was 
okay from the beginning, it was in a way a kind of vast, a cover of the 
year before, well. 


But the need for this recovery, I had tried to explain. And there, what 
I would like to do in this last session, is only to devote myself to a 
certain number of Bergsonian schemas, some of which were useful to 
us at the beginning and of which the others, namely three others, are 
new and would relaunch the problem where we are. So it would be a 
question in all of a certain number, [2:00] today, of a certain number 
of Bergsonian schemas from the point of view of course of the 
question: what is good for us in there? Other points of view, other 
points of view, we are careful and we will not talk about them. 


Well, what we did and what we did fairly quickly made me extremely 
happy, it was a much richer classification of images and signs than 
last year. And that, that was the very beginning of this year, and I say 
that it now seems much more complete, more satisfying for me, and it 
started from a very simple principle -- I'm not going to start it again, 
reassure me. you — [Deleuze moves towards the painting] We started 
from a plane that we called [3:00] the plane of movement-images or 
light-images. On this plane, centers of indetermination were assigned. 
These centers of indeterminacy were properly speaking defined by a 
gap, from which I put little dots, that's it. [ Break ; Deleuze writes on 
the blackboard] The plane of movement-images or light-images 
related to the center of indetermination gave three types of images 
since the center of indetermination had three aspects: a perception- 
image, we agree there- above ; an action-image, [4:00] the perception 


expressing what the center of indetermination retained from the world 
of movement-images acting on it; action-images indicating how the 
center of indeterminacy reacted to the images exerting their influences 
on it. [This discussion, including the discussion of conics, is a 
summary of the first four or five sessions, without the detailed 
references to Pierce therein] 


And then, between the two, since it was a matter of a gap between 
perception and action -- it was even that which defined the center of 
indetermination -- between the two something of which I was saying: 
attention it comes to occupy in a way -- it was all words -- it comes to 
occupy the distance and yet it does not fill it, and it was affection- 
images. [Pause] [5:00] If you remember, we only contented ourselves 
with that, and for a long time, we built our table of images and signs 
according to this first diagram. 


So our table of images and signs, I won't repeat it, but you had here 
the image-matter which is movement or light which gave us there the 
image-perception, the image-affection, the image-action , etc., and the 
signs when they occur, in each box. And from the point of view of the 
composition of all these images, they gave us an indirect image of 
time, and from the point of view of the genesis of all these images, it 
gave us a curvature side [6:00] 


indirect thought. So it was a big block. 


Why not stop there? Because we have always considered that the 
image-matter was a very particular type of cut. It was a perspective, it 
was a moving cut or a time perspective, or if you prefer, it was a 
[7:00] modulation. And indeed, a movement-image, a 
cinematographic image, is modulation as opposed to a photograph 
which, however artistic it may be, is of the much more type... is of the 
type of a mould. Modulation, mobile cut, temporal perspective, this 
plane of movement-images was just that. And if he gave us an image 
of time, it was an indirect image of time, and if he gave us figures of 
thought, they were indirect figures of thought since they were always 
constructed or inferred from the images -movement. Good. 


And all this finally [8:00] corresponds to the first chapter of Matter 
and Memory which now you have had all year to read! [Laughs] And 
you remember that in this first chapter of Matter and Memory, it's not 
as clear as I do because Bergson's case obviously was other than... But, 


one could say that this The first chapter consists in distinguishing 
three senses of subjectivity conceived as centers of indetermination. If 
I define a “subject” as a center of indetermination in a world of 
movement-images, thus receiving the influence of movement-images 
and reacting in action-images, I say that the first chapter of Matter 
and Memory [ 9:00] shows us three aspects of subjectivity: a 
perception aspect, an action aspect, an affection aspect. [ Break] 


But, you will notice that, as they say -- and this is what really makes 
me happy, I hope everyone is happy -- that this first chapter of Matter 
and Memory, to my knowledge, there was no world a more 
materialistic text, and that it is good that an author so famous, so 
famous for his pure spiritualism, loose, in the first chapter of a key 
book which is his masterpiece, loose in the first chapter , a materialist 
manifesto like we have never seen, never seen even among the most 
materialists... [Deleuze does not finish the sentence] Again, [10:00] 
for him, that there is has no problem, both the perception and the 
action that... what is that... that affection, what does it require? A gap, 
a gap between an excitation received and a movement executed. And 
what is this gap? He says it: this gap is the brain. You couldn't be 
more materialistic. 


So why is there anything other than a first chapter? We are going to 
learn that there is a fourth aspect of subjectivity conceived as a center 
of indetermination. [ Break] 


[11:00] And here we are, we are going to learn that this fourth aspect 
is certainly understandable only according to another dimension than 
that of the motion-image plane and that, however, it cannot be seen 
right away. It is because, indeed, if I always give myself my center of 
indetermination, that is to say the existence of gaps between 
perceptions, [Deleuze corrects himself here] between actions 
undergone and reactions carried out , gap between excitation and 
response, I said well, the affection, in a certain way, it comes to 
occupy this gap, but it does not fill it. 


And on the other hand, there is something that fills this gap. Between 
a perception, that is to say 


[12:00] an excitation received by the center of indetermination on one 
of these faces, and a movement executed in response by the center of 
indetermination under another of these faces, there is a gap. That's it, 


and it's this difference that measures the novelty of the action 
performed in relation to the excitation received. It's because in a way, 
I have the time; on the contrary, one thing, there is an immediate 
sequence between the actions received and the actions executed. For 
example, I kick the chair; if I'm very fit, the chair moves: [Laughs] it 
reacts immediately. You will tell me, there are in matter, there are 
mechanisms [13:00] which are precisely delayed reaction 
mechanisms. It does not change anything since it can only be done by 
sequences which, themselves, work immediately, or else it is of the 
“imitation of cerebral mechanisms” type. Good. 


So what is this? What's coming? Something comes to fill the gap. 
Bergson's famous answer is that, indeed, we have memories, and that 
everything that was said previously about perception, action, 
affection, [14:00] absolutely did not account for this new dimension: 
we have memories. [Pause] And these memories we experience, at 
least the most common, in the form of what Bergson himself calls -- I 
remind you that "movement-image" with a little hyphen , it was not in 
Bergson; the thing was there, but not the little hyphen, there was 
nothing to brag about, it was not a considerable invention -- on the 
other hand, what is in full in Bergson, c It's the weird hyphenated 
phrase 'souvenir image’. We have, we, center of indeterminacy, we 
have not only perceptions, actions, and affections, 


[Pause] [15:00] or if you prefer, perception-images, action-images and 
affection-images; we are not only defined by these three types of 
images which express the action on us of the movement-images, or 
which express what we are on the level of the movement-images. We 
also have memory-images, and these memory-images, of course, if we 
have them, it is because they serve us for something. 


What use are they to us? Well, to, to compensate for our superiority- 
inferiority. Our superiority over things is that our actions are not 
immediately linked with the reactions, with the, with the excitations 
received. In a way, [16:00] is what he calls it: “having a choice”. We 
have a certain time to react, or if we do not have this time, it is panic, 
it is the image-affection. But normally we have some time. We see the 
lion shortly before it attacks us. [Pause] So, so that's our superiority. 


And there is also an aspect of inferiority, namely my action, it no 
longer has the ease of being a simple consequence given my nature, of 
being a simple consequence given my nature. 


given my nature of the excitation received. It is no longer determined, 
it no longer has ways of determination. I am in a position to choose, 
[17:00] okay: a lion is approaching; well, if he doesn't come too close, 
I choose. [Laughs] Am I going to stay and play dead? -- I choose there, 
not the heroic situation, that's Tarzan! — but I choose to stay or play 
dead? or do I choose to leave on tiptoe or to leave running? I have the 
choice. Notice if I'm a chicken, I have no choice. Already he doesn't 
have enough brains, huh, he doesn't have enough of a gap. A chicken, 
nothing will prevent it from being chicken, that is to say, from oh, to 
serve for that. But we who are not chickens. What will make one of 
them play dead, [18:00] the other will approach the lion by, for 
example, singing him a lullaby... pious, preferably. I say right away 
whoever sings him a pious lullaby, he remembers something: he 
remembers the martyrs. He thinks, maybe it will work. [Laughs] And 
then the one who plays dead, he remembers through the ages, or he 
remembers a completely different memory. For example, I would play 
dead, I think. Unless I'm inspired by Pascal again, but that would go 
wrong again. 


So, I remember that, but, everyone saw that, a duck that was attacked 
[19:00] 


by cows once, in a meadow. And the cows have put themselves in this 
position so, so masterfully that dates back to their heroic days and 
that you sometimes see in the prairies when a cat in particular crosses 
a prairie. They got into a circle, and then they corner, they corner 
very quickly, the cows. And then I don't know why they didn't like this 
duck, and they went for it. The duck, he played dead. Often animals 
have this behavior of playing dead which spares their life. It is not 
that the other believes them dead in my opinion; the cow doesn't 
think they're dead, but it's, I don't know, it's, it's the... [Deleuze does 
not finish the sentence] So they played a bit like ball with the duck, 
and then they got him, they left him alone. If he had run, they would 
crush him, good. 


Well, I remember that, all that. You may be very afraid, [20:00] that 
is to say the affection, the affection-image there, in this case, it is fear, 
but that is where I am saying : it fills the gap in me, it fills the brain 
gap in me, this fear that goes up to your brain, but it doesn't occupy it; 
no, heck, it keeps him busy, but it doesn't fill him. What fills it, what 
is it? They are memories-images or they are memories that come 
rather -- so let's talk more precisely, and that will justify Bergson's 
little dash, memory-image -- they are memories which, depending on 
the present situation , are updated in images. It is therefore memory 


images [Deleuze writes on the board] that will guide the best action to 
choose [21:00] 


depending on the excitation received. All right ? 


Bergson's question is simple. [Pause] First, how to represent? Well, 
according to him... 


[Pause] You will tell me, what proves that the memory-image cannot, 
we cannot account for it by remaining on the level of movement- 
images? Why wouldn't the memory-image be a fourth kind of 
movement-image? Maybe ; you would have to see. I say, maybe we 
can't know yet because to know, if the memory-image can be treated 
as a fourth kind of movement-image, [22:00] one would have to have 
already posed and been able to answer to the question: where does it 
come from? Where do souvenir images come from? Because at least 
previously, we had shown where the perception-images came from, 
where the action-images came from, where the affection-images came 
from, if we consider the gap, that is to say say if we gave ourselves the 
centers of indetermination. And from this point of view, we had 


the impression that nothing else could come. But that was just an 
impression. All the same, if we represent our impression, which is to 
be justified, we will say, well, there you have it, we must add to our 
shot of the movement-image [Pause] [23:00] a kind of what? [See the 
diagram of the cone, which Deleuze calls “Bergson’s second great 
diagram”, in L’Image-Temps, p. 


108, note 21] 


Why a cone? Because it must have a point that coincides with its 
insertion. [Pause, Deleuze coughs] It has to have a point that 
coincides with its insertion on the plane of the movement-image. It 
must culminate in S, [Deleuze coughs] S designating the center of 
indeterminacy. And why does it flare up like that? It's the set of all 
memory-pictures -- I'm talking about memory-pictures, huh? -- it is 
[24:00] the set of all memory-images that forms this conical figure. 
For what ? Depending on whether I consider them more or less close 
[Pause, Deleuze draws] to their insertion, that is to say depending on 
whether I consider them more or less close, close to a present urgency. 
If there is no present urgency, my memory-images are quite dilated. 
For example, I am in a state of reverie, and my reverie, [25:00] is a 


state of very dilated memory-images. [Pause] But I'm daydreaming 
when I'm in a non-emergency present situation. On the contrary, if the 
present situation is urgent, the memory-images there are, and weigh, 
and are more and more contracted. [Pause] Good. 


Understand, this first, this first Bergsonian diagram where he adds to 
the plane of movement-images, [Pause, Deleuze coughs quite deeply] 
[26:00] he adds to the plane of movement-images this very unusual 
dimension by giving it a figure conical, since it will be the set of 
memories insofar as they are actualized at the point S, in memory- 
images which come to fill the gap which defined the point S, here it is, 
and this is the famous metaphor of the cone. 


So what is the brain? From then on, everything will receive a double 
determination. [27:00] What is the brain? It depends since I added a 
dimension to my diagram of the material plane. From the point of 
view of the material plane, the brain is strictly the gap between an 
excitation experienced and an action performed. [ Deleuze coughs] 
From the point of view of the cone, the brain is the process of 
updating the memory into memory-images, [ Deleuze coughs] the 
process of updating the memory into memory-images. [Pause] [28:00] 
But we haven't forgotten that our plane of matter was completely 
mobile. [ Break ; he asks someone for “a small Kleenex”] We have not 
forgotten this mobility, and this mobility, [Pause] we could present it 
like this: [Deleuze draws on the board] plane of matter, M prime, M 


second. 


So much so that in order to have... and each time, the movement- 
images change. You remember, there was S prime, S second so that 
the real figure, but Bergson renounces it, because he wants his 
diagrams to be [29:00] clear, but we on the contrary... There is two 
roles of the schema, to make comprehensible what is said and to be 
insufficient, and to be sufficient and to make incomprehensible what 
is said. [Laughs] If we take the second method, I would say that this 
cone keeps [Pause; Deleuze draws on the board] to move its vertex ad 
infinitum following the succession of planes of matter. Understood ? It 
shouldn't be too clear, but clear enough. 


You see that where Bergson -- we don't yet know why -- will make the 
[30:00] 


spiritualism, he will be able to say: but me, my business, it is not a 
struggle between spiritualism and materialism, it is not that. It's that 
everything is matter if I stick to M, to S, to all that, everything is 
spirit, if I stick to the cone. However, there is a common point which 
will obviously be the insertion of spirit into matter. Insertion of the 
spirit into matter is what belongs both to the cone and to the plane of 
matter, it is the point S. Translated into terms of matter, it is the 
brain; translated in terms of the mind, it is memory. [Pause] There is 
[31:00] 


something that matter cannot explain according to Bergson -- but the 
question is not 


“Is he right or wrong? but, especially since we haven't said why — 
there is only one thing that matter cannot explain, that's all: memory. 
Which prepares you for the idea that memory is duration [Pause] or 
that duration is memory. Alright, there you go, and one. There are 
more than... three. All right ? Good. You will tell me -- then there, on 
that, it was necessary to proceed in order -- you will certainly tell me: 
but finally, why wouldn't the cone be a material cone? It would be an 
outgrowth of matter. We have seen many others already by flanking 
gaps in matter; why we [32:00] would not put cones in matter? 


Well, here it is, it all depends on the answer to the questions: a 
souvenir image, where does it come from? And what could that be? 
Where can it come from, what can it consist of? Many people -- and it 
was usually what was called psychologists -- 


consider that there are not so many problems and that we can 
manage, for example, by saying, well, well, the memory images are in 
the brain. They don't say it that simply; it is much more complicated. 
Remember that Bergson makes him laugh, and he has the right since, 
from the beginning, he explained to us that the brain was an image. 
[33:00] But the rule of images is that an image does not contain other 
images. An image presents, presents what appears in it. So. Of course, 
sometimes there is an image in the image, but it is not at all an image 
like who would be, who would be like in a box. There is not a box 
where there would be memories. Finally, I pass on it. The question is: 
where does a memory image come from? Hence the second, the 
second diagram which, to my knowledge, is one of the most brilliant 
things, what, one of the most brilliant aspects of all Bergsonism and 
the most unusual. Because this is what he says: he appeals to us, in the 
form of “listen, think a little”. 


[Pause] [34:00] In the memory-image, I reproduce, and I could say, 


the memory-image is the reproduction of an old present. I can say: the 
memory-image is the reproduction of an old present in an actual 
present [Pause] or, to play better on words, it is the representation of 
the old present in the actual here. [ Break] 


Well yes, and we live on it, and we say to ourselves after all, enough is 
enough. So how can the old present be represented in the present, 
there? We will imagine many things. 


[35:00] But our starting tendency, especially if we are psychologists, 
is always to think of the past in relation to the actual present. [Pause] 
That is to say, we think of the past in terms of the actual present in 
relation to which it has passed. All past is past in relation to an actual 
present. [Pause] Everything past is past... -- you understand, you have 
to understand that. -- I mean: I remember what I did yesterday; 
[36:00] well, it is the representation of a former present in relation to 
the current present. I imagine what I did yesterday; I therefore think 
of my past as a function of the present in relation to which it has 
passed. And indeed, all past is past in relation to an actual present. 


But also, but on the other hand, everything past [Pause] has passed 
from a present that it was. [Pause] So it's weird, but nobody had 
[37:00] thought of that. There are things like that. So to do 
philosophy is to make these simple discoveries like that. One morning, 
you say to yourself, but all the same it's not going well because people 
talk about it, always think about the past like that, in relation to the 
present, therefore to the current present of which it is the past. But 
finally the past, it is also past in relation to the former present that it 
was. Good. You tell me, and then after? 


What is this ? Well, maybe that will change everything. Ahh. [ Break] 


There is a new present that I call the current present, [38:00] but 
finally, what makes it possible? [Pause] I mean, why does the present 
pass and it keeps passing? 


It is a question, it is what we will call a metaphysical question. The 
metaphysical questions, they are very concrete; it consists in asking 
such simple things. It consists of being silly; really “but why does the 
present pass? ". So if someone says to me: well, that's the very 
definition of the present, I answer: ah no, no, no, ah no. I want, I want 
an answer, so I fall back into Kierkegaard, I want a first-hand answer. 


I don't want a second-hand answer; I don't want a general answer. I 
will not [39:00] leave you alone until you tell me why the present is 
passing. 


[ Pause] 


So we could give all the answers; that is the difference, if you will, 
between psychology and metaphysics. Indeed, metaphysics does not 
seek laws. She wants singular reasons. If I am told, it is the law of the 
present, and then, and then if I am told: I define the present as it is 
contained in its idea that it passes, I say, well yes! But it doesn't suit 
me, and then I grab, I grab the guy there; I don't let go. I tell him, no, 
no, tell me why. You see, I am thinking of [Leon] Shestov's very good 
text on Job and God. [On the scales of Job. Peregrinations through 
Souls (1929; Paris: Plon, 1958)] Job is the one who expected a first- 
hand answer from God. And he didn't let go of God. [40:00] He said, 
oh no, no, I won't leave you until you tell me why. [Laughs] Why do 
you overwhelm me with misfortunes when I am just, I am "one", 
further "just", when I am a virtuous man etc. ? You give me scabies, 
the epidemic, you make me lose my wealth, my herds, all that. 
[Laughs] Why? So there are the devotees who arrive and say: well, the 
justice of God, well, these are the laws, good. Job, he says: nothing at 
all, I need a first-hand answer. 


Well, let's do the same thing! We want a first-hand answer: why does 
the present pass? [Pause] Can we answer, if we want a first-hand 
answer, can we settle for the following answer: it is because a new 
present has just arrived ? [41:00] Ah no, ah no, ah no, that, that, 
obviously not, that tells us absolutely nothing. “Because a new present 
has just arrived”, that consists of telling us again: the present is 
passing. But we want a reason why it passes. If we are answered, it is 
because a new present has just arrived. Moreover, it is so 
unsatisfactory that the question should be reversed: and why could a 
new present have arrived? [Laughs] A new present could happen 
because the old present passes. [Laughs] I always claim my first-hand 
reason. 


So, [Pause] if the present passes, it cannot be afterwards. [42:00] If 
the present passes, it can only be at the same time as the present. It is, 
it is obvious; these are childish truths; it's kindergarten. I mean it's 
philosophy. If the present passes, it cannot be insofar as it is present 


and at the same time that it is present. Good. [ Break] 


Be careful then, he passes at the same time as he is present. In other 
words, it constitutes itself as past at the same time that it appears as 
present. [Pause] [43:00] You will never, in my opinion, finish 
meditating on this proposition which you cannot escape, according to 
Bergson. Here comes the first-hand answer. We feel that this is not yet 
the first-hand answer. The present must constitute itself as past at the 
same time that it gives itself as present. It cannot constitute itself as 
past once it has passed, huh, necessarily. It must therefore constitute 
itself as past once it is present. In other words, we have no choice, 
there must be strict contemporaneity between a present and the past 
that it was. -- [Pause] [44:00] 


No sorry. Ouch, ouch, ouch, I reversed everything, it's just the 
opposite. -- There must be strict contemporaneity between the past 
and the present that it was. [Pause] There is no contemporaneity 
between the past and the present in relation to which it has passed. 
There, there is dis-temporaneity. Between the past and the present in 
relation to which it has passed, there is a time difference since the 
past was only present in relation to the present that it was, [Deleuze 
corrects himself] no, in relation to the present in relation to which it 
[45:00] is past, it was only in the form of the former present. He was 
before the current present. But if I think of the past in relation to the 
present that it was, I must say: both are strictly contemporary. It is at 
the same time that the present gives itself as present and constitutes 
itself as past. In other words, there is contemporaneity between the 
past and the present that it was. [ Break] 


Ah, but what an adventure. There is contemporaneity between... it's 
not difficult... Hence Bergson's second splendid diagram. [Pause] 
[46:00] [Deleuze draws a diagram on the board] The line is supposed 
to be straight, [Laughs] there you go. I can speak of a moving present 
on this line, the passing present. I would say that every moment of 
this present, every moment of this present, so I can subdivide it 
endlessly, every moment of this present... [Recording paused] 


[46 :42] 


PART 2 


.. towards the future, [Pause] another that falls back into the past, or 
that falls into the past. In other words, [47:00] there is only a split 
present. The nature of the present is duplication. Here the idea begins 
to become extremely interesting and important. [ Break] 


And at each instant, the present splits into the present that it is, and 
the past that it was. [ Pause] [ See the diagram of this line, which 
Deleuze calls “the third diagram [of Bergson]”, in L’Image-Temps, p. 
109, footnote 22] 


In other words there is a memory of the present, it is already there. 
[Pause] There is a memory of the present that does not wait for a new 
present to be already there. [Pause] [48:00] There is a radical 
coexistence between, [Pause] once again, the present which presents 
itself [Pause] and the past which was this present. [Pause] You will 
say to me: but if the present is constantly doubled, if it is constantly 
doubled, how is it that we do not see? The answer is very simple : 


what use would that be to us? [Pause] [49:00] Only what serves us for 
something, as we have seen, becomes a memory-image, what serves to 
guide our actions. [Pause] Only this past, only this memory becomes a 
memory-image. This amounts to saying that there is no memory-image 
except in relation to a new present. [Pause] But the memory of the 
present itself, that is to say this coexistence of the past with the 
present that it was, this duplication of the present, what use would it 
be to us? And besides, he would bother us enormously. [ Break] 
[50:00] 


The whole, the whole line of action leads us to follow this path, and to 
neutralize, to repress this one. [Pause] Except in certain cases, 
according to Bergson, and cases that, still according to him, we had 
not been able to understand before him. It was necessary to discover 
this nature of the "reduplication of the present" to understand these 
experiences which we found bizarre and which were known in 
psychiatry, in psychology, which were known everywhere, at all 
times, namely what was called paramnesia. , paramnesia or [Pause] 
[51:00] the feeling of already lived, paramnesia or the feeling of 
already lived. And what is the feeling of the already lived or of 


paramnesia? It is the experience that sometimes happens, of having 
strictly already lived a scene which is in the process of being made, 
which presents itself, and this experience is very particular since it is 
not a feeling of resemblance. It is not the feeling of having 
experienced something similar that would appeal to a memory; it is 
the feeling of having lived it, but in every detail. On the other hand, a 
very paradoxical fact, it is not a localizable feeling, that is to say 
datable. 


[52:00] We experienced it in some past, and not a week ago or at least 
in a cyclical past, down to the smallest detail. 


For both psychiatry and psychology, the explanation of paramnesia 
has always been extremely complex. Bergson, for his part, it becomes 
extremely simple, and it goes without saying that he was thinking of 
paramnesia from the start of his conception of the doubling of the 
present. Suppose that following a failure of life, there is a failure of 
life, of the vital elan -- the vital elan is therefore what draws us onto 
the line of action and what makes us repress what is not useful to us. 
-- What is useful to us is memories [53:00] in relation to actual 
presents. But the memory in relation to the present that it was, the 
past in relation to the present that it was, that is not useful to us, what 
do we have to do with it? The present is there, that's already enough, 
if we are given two of them, we repress that. 


Suppose there is a failure of the coping mechanism for life. The 
following paradox will arise: since there is contemporaneity -- here, I 
am speaking slowly so that you understand, that you follow well -- 
once said that there is contemporaneity or duplication [Pause] [54: 
00] of the past and the present that it was, imagine certain cases 
where, instead of perceiving my present, I perceive the past that it 
already is. And if there is a contemporaneity of the past, of the 
present, then I begin not to perceive the scene as present, but I begin 
to perceive as past, that is to say perceive, instead of perceiving here, 
[Deleuze draws on the board] I perceive there. I perceive the actual 
present as past, not in relation to a [55:00] new present; I perceive the 
actual present as past in itself. [ Break] 


But then in these experiences, I live, in fact, perpetually the splitting 
of the present and the past into two instances, perpetual splitting into 
two instances, splitting of the present into two instances, one of which 
is constituted by the present which passes , and of which the other is 
constituted by a past which allows all the presents to pass. [Pause] 
Hence, literally: the present 
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falls into the past. [Pause] [56:00] So if I perceive the moment... But 
it is when it is present that it falls into the past. If I perceive the 
moment when it falls into the past, the aspect under which it falls into 
the past, I obviously perceive the actual present as past. [ Break] 


So. I would say of everything present -- then it would be the second 
figure, which does not appear in Bergson, but I do it for my pleasure; 
[Pause] they have to be equal, huh, both -- very simple, this time. 
What is this ? [Deleuze draws on the board] That is the present that is; 
this is the contemporary past, [Pause] [57:00] the same thing as 
present actually is as already past. [Pause] The doubling of the present 
-- understand where I was coming from, doubling of the present, if 
this story is true, then this is very curious, if the present is doubling at 
every moment, I would call this doubling there for me — it's more for 
my own projects; that's... if the year had been longer, that's what we 
would have started -- well, we would have called that, there I would 
have used a word that Félix Guattari likes very much, but that he uses, 
I think, a bit on another occasion, I would say that's exactly what 
Guattari calls it: a "time crystal", [58:00] a time crystal, that is to say [ 
Pause ] when a present “captures in itself” the past that it was. 

[Pause] This kind of duplication of time in the duplication of the 
present will constitute a crystal of time. And there will be lots of little 
time crystals like that. [ Pause] [ In The Time-Image, p. 110, note 24, 
Deleuze cites Guattari for this term, taken from L’Inconscient 
machinique (Paris: Editions Recherche, 1979)] 


So Guattari, he's quite right to say: well, ultimately time crystals are 
ultimately refrains, little songs, yes. [59:00] It's these perpetual 
operations by which a present splits, and then in effect, what happens 
when I apprehend this splitting of the present in a crystal of time? 
What happens is that I experience myself as, literally, as a spectator of 
myself. On the one hand, I am acted, and on the other hand, I watch 
myself act. See how far we are from the current formula of "I act" 
which was that of the plane of matter with S. I act, that is to say I 
react by having the choice, to the excitations that I receive. There, it is 
no longer a question of that, but that the memory of the present, or 
with the past contemporary with the present that it was, it is no 
longer a question of acting. It's about being in the situation 


[60:00] of the doubling that corresponds to this doubling of the 
present, that is to say both, I am acted and I watch myself act, and this 
is exactly the function of the crystal of time, as when I had my eye 


there, what's in the crystal? It is the same thing as outside; it is the 
same thing, but outside the crystal, it is the present; in the crystal, it is 
the past itself. 


And then it is no longer a memory-image. It is really what should be 
called a pure memory, [Pause] a pure memory, a memory of the 
present as such. Or else it can go back very far, we don't limit 
ourselves to a memory of the present as such, it is not simply a 
memory of the present as such, [61:00] it can go back very far; as long 
as it always obeys the following rule: it will be a past that will not be 
grasped in relation to the present according to which it passed, but 
which will be grasped in relation to the present that it was. This is the 
crystalline formula. [ Break] 


Weird, weird! That's why I would say: well, yes, yes, if we did our 
cinema stuff, I would say, well yes, there are crystal-images in the 
cinema; there are... and there, for those who... there are images -- I 
believe we talked about it last year -- of Ophiils, they are pure crystals 
of 
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weather. Ha, things are always captured from elsewhere, in real 
crystals. The images are captured in crystals, [62:00] in another way 
because he does not design, one would have to see all styles of crystal. 
Crystal, crystal, it's such a beautiful thing, so... Ha, 


[Pause] Got it! What did I mean...yes, yes, yes, that's it. Fellini also 
constituted the most beautiful crystal-images, not more beautiful than 
that of Ophiils, but they are other crystals; they are not the same 
crystals. Good. I suddenly say to myself, I should have been in better 
shape, it seems to me, I don't know, do you understand something, or 
not? Yes, I am fine ? How are you ? Good. 


Well then, you understand that, if it goes, [63:00] you have there 
what I could call our first “direct” figure of time. [Pause] I have a 
direct time-image, it is the duplication of the past [Deleuze corrects 
himself] of the present, that is to say the coexistence of the past with 
the present that it was, or the grasping of the past in the crystal. 
[Pause] A little, it's the crystal ball, what you see in a crystal ball, if 
you... if you put a little good will into it. [Laughs] That's what you're 
supposed to see when you go to see your psychic; ha no, it is she who 
sees. It's a function of clairvoyance, well, [64:00] and then after? It is 
a clairvoyance function. [Pause] But then, [Pause] one more effort. 


At that point -- it's going to be hard for me to stop -- I was saying, it's 
not just the coincidence of the actual present and the past that it 
already is. In the crystal, one can go back on condition that one 
always grasps the past, not once again, in relation to the present 
according to which it passed, that is to say the actual present, but 
according to the present that he was. 


Good. What does [65:00] mean? Well, if I start again... - We're going 
to perish... It's hot, isn't it? We can't take it anymore! [ Break ; Deleuze 
erases the painting] It's curious huh, it must be linked because since 
I'm not fine; the more unlivable it becomes, the better I feel. [Laughs] 


Healthy people, you're all going to drop like flies, it's going to be 
amazing! [A student speaks to Deleuze] What is it? No, we can't open 
the windows, otherwise I'll fall! -- What did I mean? Well yes, here it 
is. [Pause] [66:00] 


I say on purpose that my diagram, it will not completely coincide, it 
resembles a diagram given by Bergson for reasons solely of 
simplification. It is not that I allow myself to correct Bergson. - Heat -- 
I'm not exactly, but those who compare, will correct themselves and 
understand why. [Pause] But what is that? I would say, ultimately, it's 
my time crystal. [Deleuze writes on the board] There, it's the present, 
[67:00] and that, [Pause] is [Pause] the past that coexists with it, that 
is to say, it's the past which coexists with the present that it was. 
[Pause] There is duplication or repetition. So. [ Break] 


So take our scene, our scene. You are there, in this state of uneasiness, 
I overcome by illness, united in the same courage, we are there. You 
have, say, the T line. What we [68:00] see is that, this actual present. 
What we have every interest in hiding from ourselves is that -- well, 
"all interest" -- is that this present has already passed. This present is 
so already past that it coexists with the past which was this present. 
And there, there is reduplication, [Pause] and so close to the scene 
[Pause] -- because we are united in the same attention and in an 
extreme effort that leaves no extraneous thought [69:00] to you cross 
-- one of you has a moment of inattention, it reminds him of 
something. This is not paramnesia; it reminds him of something, a 
memory, a memory that runs through him, of a time when he had 
been too 
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evil. Or even, someone suddenly stands up, then anecdote a la 


Kierkegaard, flaps his arms, collapses, faints, and says: "it's 
unbearable", because it reminds him, that reminds him of an 
extremely painful memory, namely a room, a police station where he 
was locked up with fifty other people, everyone suffocating. So. This is 
what happened, [Pause] [70:00] the same or another -- Here I am 
exhausting myself looking for convincing examples; it's not worth it, is 
it? We could have... [Deleuze does not finish the sentence] -- 


One could say that these circuits are more or less wide. There I 
coincided, I took off from the strict reduplication of the present and 
the past, [Deleuze corrects himself] no, from the past and the present 
that it was. And yet, I remain in perspective — what do I do? Iam 
developing the crystal -- and each time I can have a circuit, of which 
the passing present is a part. And every time I think of this or that 
[71:00] -- for example, it looks like a police station, [Pause] it looks 
like a hospital ward, [Pause] it looks like, like I've embarked as an 
emigrant for America -- well, there it is, every time — [Deleuze writes 
on the board] it's not going to simplify it much but... -- it's not just 
metaphors or similes, it's a deeper and deeper aspect of reality being 
unveiled to me, thought circuits [72:00] that penetrate deeper and 
deeper into time as deeper and deeper aspects of reality are being 
revealed to us. discovered. [ Break] 


See there? I came out from within the crystal of time, it is the 
development of the crystal. The crystal of time gave me for the first 
time a direct image of time in the form of the duplication of the 
present. There, I have for the first time a direct figure of thought, in 
the form of the complementarity of levels of thought. [Pause, Deleuze 
writes these words repeating them] [73:00] Because I couldn't come 
back. Each time, as Bergson says, and he says it wonderfully, “I am 
forced to do a new circuit”. And stupidity would be to believe that 
these are metaphors. These are not metaphors. Each time, a deeper 
and deeper aspect of reality emerges. 


Well, so, I'm trying to say, well, if on condition -- but since it's a 
concluding course, obviously, it looks like applications, but I beg you, 
don't think that it's applications -- if I try to say it, as for the cinema, 
what is there? As much, in the first case, really, as images of time 
crystals, then it's... You want me to give you an example that struck 
me, that seemed to me something admirable, admirable, that they 
gave us on TV not long ago, in... [74:00] what's it called? Amer... 


Claire Parnet: "Amarcord". [ The following example is also found in 
L’Image-Temps, p. 122] 


Deleuze: “Amarcord”! "Amarcord", "Amarcord", "Amarcord". [de 
Fellini, 1973] There is an image that seems sublime to me, it is the 
little guys, the high school students; there is the grand hotel which has 
just closed, it is winter, winter is coming back. The high school 
students, they arrive, very melancholy, the season is over, it's the end 
of the holidays. In my memory, there is the snow -- but we forget so 
quickly that I have already forgotten -- there is the snow which begins 
to fall, and then they are there, in this cottony atmosphere. And then, 
each -- they are absolutely isolated, from each other, there are five or 
six of them, absolutely isolated, at distances, whereas Fellini must 
have calculated that, we see what a great filmmaker is, and he had to 
calculate the..., [75:00] he had to make the marks so that they 
wouldn't 
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not too close, not too far -- and literally, everyone is on their own. 
There's one, little fat one, everyone's favorite, the clown who pretends, 
bends over and pretends to play the violin, dancing on the spot, in my 
memory. There's the big booby with dark circles, who walks, and it's a 
timid dancer's step; he doesn't dare to dance, so he walks, but it's a 
kind of rhythmic step, straight, like that, with his neckerchief, and he 
walks horizontally, while the other, he makes his turns. There is a 
third who is doing I don't know what, there must be five of them. And 
it's such a science, such... -- it's not enough to say it to do it, you have 
to know -- that these absolutely isolated characters, that at the same 
time they make up a group, a group where they are inseparable, this 
kind of identity of inseparability and 


[76:00] separation. It's fantastic stuff. 


And there, it is so much the identity of the present with its own past, 
it is so much what I call a "crystal image" where a past -- since it is, 
suppose Fellini's childhood -- a pass -- 


that's what he does all the time, Fellini -- grasping a past not as a 
function, not simply as a function of the present in relation to which it 
passed, but as a function of the present that it was. 


So he does not give us the old present; it gives us, but neither does it 
give us the memory in relation to a new present. What I call a crystal 
of time is that it gives us the past in relation to the present that this 
past has been. You understand ? [77:00] Hence the strange, strange 
life, as if seeing the thing through a crystal ball. Yes well, that's much 


clearer, I can't say better, anyway, we have to get along. 


So there, I would say, there are certain images, certain images of 
Rossellini, which are typically there, that schema. And even, I believe 
that Rossellini was the one who had the most sense of that, [Pause] 
only each time, and it is in this sense that he really achieves direct 
thought-images, this n It's not just the time crystals, it's not that the 
time crystals are insufficient, time crystals, it's a whole... Once again, 
the masterpieces, it is indeed Ophiils who does everything in time 
crystals, [Pause] [78:00] and Fellini, and yet they don't look alike. But 
they have, they have some, I don't know, they have, they have a 
purpose, I don't know. Yes, but at Rossellini, what happens? 
Constantly a thought called upon to constitute new circuits according 
to new aspects of reality to be discovered. 


So, I would say, there you go, I come back, a typical case of Fellini 
[Deleuze means Rossellini]. I think it's "Europe 51" [1952], the 
bourgeois, the Italian bourgeoisie and the factory. It's [79:00] 


present, and suddenly revelation, clairvoyance. You'll see. At first 
sight, it looks like it's like in a crystal ball, but no. It is not enough to 
say it. Supposing that she feels it, and she feels it, the Italian 
bourgeoise of "Europe 51" -- No, it may not be in this -- She says 
suddenly: "I have I thought I saw condemned people", "I thought I saw 
condemned people...". She sees the workers entering the factory and 
she says: "I thought I saw convicts". [ Pause] [ This example is also 
found in L’Image-Temps, pp. 64-65] Perception of the factory, other 
circuit. She couldn't put us in there, she couldn't put a little bit. “I 
thought I saw condemned people”, that changes everything. It's 
another [80:00] circuit of thought, so a deeper aspect of reality. Yes, 
factories are prisons, yes factories are prisons, and not by metaphor. I 
wouldn't say, factories are like prisons. I would say, maybe they're not 
prisons, they're not prisons, okay, but in another way they are prisons. 
Yes, they are prisons. 
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One could conceive of a third aspect, and that is what will happen, 
and it is such a technique, that, to Rossellini that it is what happens in 
the admirable “Stromboli” [1950]. In the admirable "Stromboli", all of 
the heroine's thought circuits will correspond to deeper and deeper 
aspects of the reality of the island, of the [81:00] unbearable, 
unbearable reality of the island, since, tuna fishing, and the death of 


tuna, when what corresponds as circuits of thought, the reaction of 
horror: "No. Don't make me touch him." And it takes place at the 
bottom of the island, and normally it will end in the volcanic 
explosion and in the heroine's loud cry: "My god, it's too beautiful, I'm 
finished", "it's too beautiful, I'm finished. Something unbearable, 
which brings together the most extreme circuits of thought before 
everything cracks, to which corresponds the revelation this time of the 
whole island seen from above, with the fire of the volcano, the island 
all black on the black sea, [82:00] and there you have exactly, it 
seems to me, this system. 


So, this time, we should speak of "thought circuits" and no longer of 
time crystals, and in the thought circuits what corresponds, the 
correlate of each thought circuit, is an aspect of reality. [ Pause] [ The 
example is also found in L’Image-Temps, pp. 


64-65] 


Abhh, so -- we're almost done, joy -- let's go back to the cone, try to 
translate... See? 


It went very well in the end. [83:00] My figure 1 of the splitting of the 
crystal has passed into figure 2, of the circuit, and now it remains to 
pass figure 2, figure 2 of the circuit into a final figure: figure 3. 
Obviously that of the cone. If I take my lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 


[Pause] how to find them on the cone? [Pause] Make as many sections 
which will not be sections of memory-images, [84:00] which will be 
sections: regions of the past or of thought, regions of the past or of 
thought. [Pause] And there, I will have in each region, no one 


- there, for reasons of time - will have no difficulty in showing that 
there is, in any case, all of thought and all of the past. They are not 
images, they are not memory images, they are not psychology. They 
are regions of being. They are regions of being and of thought, see 
why there is a chain. 


There I had the deepest, deeper and deeper aspects of reality, there 
the deepest circuits of thought. Well, each, each of these cups is a 
region [85:00] of thought-being, of being thought. Simply, depending 
on the region in which you settle, as he says, this or that aspect 
predominates. There, he uses funny words - I don't have time to quote 
the texts - such and such an aspect predominates. So, let's say, there 
are an infinity of cuts since they do not exist. They have to be made. 
Each time you craft them in the cone. 


All that is very moving; you have to put it in motion. All there, like 
the circuits, they do not pre-exist. We had to wait for Fellini's 
bourgeois... [Deleuze corrects himself] Rossellini, for these circuits to 
be discovered. We had to wait for the heroine of Stromboli, etc. So, 
good that, and there suppose that I have a circuit where what 
dominates is the factory. [86:00] I'm taking a silly example since, in 
fact, it's about, it's not about, I'm taking a detail. I would say the world 
as work. There, a circuit, what dominates is prison. There, a circuit, 
too, what dominates is cataclysm. 


Bergson will go so far as to say, in each region, in each region of the 
cut, there are “bright points”. This is what we would call singularities. 
Well, well, what does thinking mean? To think means to trace both in 
being and in thought. Again, each section corresponds to an aspect of 
being [87:00] as well as a circuit of thought. When you 
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think, what does it mean to think? For Bergson, it's very simple: it's 
settling in one of these regions. Only here, you always have the risk of 
being wrong. You always have the risk, it is always a risk. You start 
from point S, which is the insertion into the image-matter. 


You have to take a leap when you think; you don't know what you're 
going to think, you don't know what you're looking for. To think -- 
and there, it is Bergson employs “to settle from the start” [Bergson 
says “to place us from the start” several times in Matter and memory] 


-- it looks a lot like what others would call "jumping", settling in the 
region right away, in the region what? There, in the region that 
contains, I wouldn't even say the answer that I'm looking for, but that 
already contains [88:00] the question that I don't even know how to 
formulate. [ Break] 


And I think that when, for me, I feel something is wrong, where in the 
world or in me, and I take the leap, I immediately settle in a region, 
which is supposed to reveal to me what? At the same time, an aspect 
of being that was hidden from me and a circuit of thought that I did 
not yet have. So, that, I have to jump into a region, and I always risk 
either missing my jump, or settling in a bad region. If I settle in a bad 
region, I could think whatever I want and for a long time, what I think 
will have absolutely no interest. It will include neither the question 
nor the answer to the question. [89:00] So this art of thinking is 
something very... [Deleuze does not finish] 


Understand that, therefore the cone, presented thus in its total form, 
with the point of insertion in the plane of the material, I gave the 
continuation of figure 2, exactly as figure 2 gave the continuation of 
figure 1 , that is to say crystals of time, that is to say the direct figures 
of thought, or my direct images, my direct thought-images. The direct 
time-images, which I would have liked to work on at the end of this 
year, would have been the time crystals, the... [Pause] the circuits 
[90:00] of thought and -- and how to say ? -- the regions, the 
ontological noetic regions, that is to say, the regions of being and of 
thought, which explain, and which should explain, what still remained 
a problem in 2, that is to say, say, this complementarity between the 
more and more vast circuits of thought, and the more and more 
profound aspects of reality. God, god, it's too beautiful, I'm finished. 
Well, well, there it is. Well, have a great vacation. [ End of recording] 
[1:30:49] 


